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Honorable V. A. Collins, Member
Board of Hegents of the Btate
Teachers Colleges of Texas
Livingaton, Texas,

pear Ahr. Collinsg Opinion Ko, 0-8750

From yowr er of the goth ult., it sppears
that -your EBoard co « B Martin to wmake
certain improven ts in Ban Marcos,
Texas, the contract prowidi tin should be paid
in Tocurrent fukds®( When\the\work was completed, war-
rants upon the state Tréasury the amount agreed to be

paid under the oontr delivered to Mr. Martin, who
accepted sich warrhats them at 2 disceumt of
$284 .4 He\is nski e poard of Regents reim-
burs

_ ¢ took in selling his war-

d desites the opinion of this Depart-

ment uRon the ‘questisn whather the Board must or can
r sement .

hrxge "current funds®, to which you refer,
1y whatever is receivable by law as money,
whether inthe 'form of notes or coin. Bull v. First
Kational bank, 123 U. 5. 105, 31 L. ed, 97, Mr. Kartin
is perhaps laboring under the misapprehension that a war-
rant upon the Ireasury of the State constituted "payment®
of the State's obligation. This is incorrect; a warrant
is siwply an order upon the State Treasurer to pay, out
of appropriated funds, as and when the moneys are avail-
able, a specified sum of money. This 1s the manner pre-
scribed by law for the payment of ohligations of the
Btate, and all persons entering inte contracts with the
State are charged with knowledge that payment will be
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made in such msnner as and when moneys are on hand in
the Treasury. Such warrants, when funds are available

for their payment in due order, are paid in “current
funds®,

it has long been gettled in this State that
the holder of a warrant upon the Treasury of the State,
issued by the Comptrolier, vho sells the warrant at a
discount, cannot hold the State liable for the loss he
thus sustains; that an officor of the State has no pow-
er to obligate the State to pay such loss; and that
the payment of such loas is prohibited by Section 44
of Article 3 of the State Constitution. State v. Wil-
ﬁon' 71 T- 291' 9 s' " 155.
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